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REMARKS 

Claims 1-51 are pending in the present application. Claims 1, 19, 22, 25, 34, 37, 40, 43 
and 47 are the independent claims. 

Applicant respectfully responds to this Office Action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

Claims 1-51 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly unpatentable over 
Srivastava (US 6,684,331 Bl), hereinafter "Srivastava," in view of Belani et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,944,777 [not 6,167,513 as mistakenly stated by the Examiner]), hereinafter "Belani." 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. 

First, there must be some suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or 
in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or 
to combine reference teachings. Second, there must be a reasonable expectation of success. 
Finally, the prior art reference (or references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim 
limitations. The teaching or suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable 
expectation of success must both be found in the prior art and not based on applicant's 
disclosure. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). See MPEP § 2143- 
§2143.03 for decisions pertinent to each of these criteria. 

Applicant submits that the cited references, do not disclose, teach or suggest all the 
subject matter recited in independent claims 1, 19, 22, 25, 34, 37, 40, 43 and 47, or a fortiori in 
any of their dependent claims. 

Applicant submits that, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Srivastava does not 
disclose, teach or suggest "operating a third node which is coupled to said first and second 
nodes to maintain in memory a copy of said first shared secret; and operating the third node 
to receive a secure flow of packets from the first node that are directed to said second node 
as part of the secure communications session" as recited in, e.g., independent claims 1,19, 22, 
25, 34, 37, 40, 43 and 47. What Srivastava only shows at Fig. 1 and at Col. 9:38-49 is a 
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"communication system employing a central authority such as a key distribution center (KDC)" 
and a plurality of users (A, B, C and D) connected exclusively to said KDC; and what Srivastava 
only shows at Col. 2:27-41 is the use of a set of public and private keys between two parties for 
exchanging encrypted messages. Srivastava is completely silent about "operating a third node 
which is coupled to said first and second nodes to maintain in memory a copy of said first 
shared secret; and operating the third node to receive a secure flow of packets from the first 
node that are directed to said second node as part of the secure communications session" as 
recited in the claims of the present application. 

Additionally, as correctly conceded in the Office Action and in contradiction with the 
previous Examiner's assertion, "Srivastava is silent in explicitly disclosing a first, second and 
third node." The Office Action now relies upon a second reference, Belani, for this subject 
matter. Belani is directed to a distributed access controller for controlling access to resources in 
a multi-domain distributed computing environment (see Abstract). Contrary to the 
Examiner's assertion, what Belani only shows at Col. 8, lines 31-60, is an examplary "directed 
acyclic graph" (DAG) that may be represented by "nodes" and "directed edges." These "nodes" 
have nothing in common with the nodes referred to in the present application. The "nodes" in 
Belani are just mere symbolic representation in a graph: "a DAG may be used to represent 
resource hierarchy information such that each node of the DAG represents a resource" (see Col. 
8, lines 62-64). Applicant therefore submits that the Belani reference does not cure the conceded 
deficiencies of the Srivastava reference. 

Furthermore, and as correctly conceded by the Office Action, Srivastava does not 
disclose, teach or suggest "packets communicated from the first node that are directed to the 
second node as part of the secure communications session, packets communicated from the first 
node that are directed to the second node being addressed to said second node by use of a second 
node destination address" as recited in, e.g., independent claims 1 and 19. Contrary to the 
Examiner's assertion, what Srivastava only shows at Col. 2:42-54 is an exchange between two 
participants A and B using a set of encryption/decryption keys. There is no basis/motivation in 
Srivastava for a modification that would yield the subject matter recited in the independent 
claims of the present application. 
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Applicants therefore submit that independent claims 1, 19, 22, 25, 34, 37, 40, 43 and 47 
are patentable over Srivastava in view of Belani. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal 
of their rejections is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claims 2-18 and 42 are also allowable because they depend from 
claim 1, which is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well 
as for the patentable subject matter recited in claims 2-18 and 42. Accordingly, reconsideration 
and withdrawal of their rejections is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claims 20 and 21 are also allowable because they depend from claim 
19, which is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well as 
for the patentable subject matter recited in claims 20 and 21. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of their rejections is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claims 23 and 24 are also allowable because they depend from claim 
22, which is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well as 
for the patentable subject matter recited in claims 23 and 24. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of their rejections is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claims 26-33 are also allowable because they depend from claim 25, 
which is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well as for 
the patentable subject matter recited in claims 26-33. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of their rejections is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claims 35 and 36 are also allowable because they depend from claim 
34, which is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well as 
for the patentable subject matter recited in claims 35 and 36. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of their rejections is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claims 38 and 39 are also allowable because they depend from claim 
37, which is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well as 
for the patentable subject matter recited in claims 38 and 39. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of their rejections is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claim 41 ise also allowable because they depend from claim 40, which 
is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well as for the 
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patentable subject matter recited in claim 41 . Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of its 
rejection is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claims 44-46 are also allowable because they depend from claim 43, 
which is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well as for 
the patentable subject matter recited in claims 44-46. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of their rejections is respectfully requested. 

It is submitted that claims 48-5 1 are also allowable because they depend from claim 47, 
which is allowable over the cited art references based upon the above arguments, as well as for 
the patentable subject matter recited in claims 48-51. Accordingly, reconsideration and 
withdrawal of their rejections is respectfully requested. 
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REQUEST FOR ALLOWANCE 

In view of the foregoing, Applicant submits that all pending claims in the application are 
patentable. Accordingly, reconsideration and allowance of this application are earnestly 
solicited. Should any issues remain unresolved, the Examiner is encouraged to telephone the 
undersigned at the number provided below. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Dated 08/17/2009 By: /Francois A. Pelaez/ 



Francois A. Pelaez, Reg. # 57,838 
(858) 651 - 5802 



QUALCOMM Incorporated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, California 92121 
Telephone: (858) 658-5787 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 
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